Abstract: This study examined teachers' and administrators' perceptions of education reforms, focusing on a state legislated education bill that altered teacher evaluations. A mixed-method design, including an electronic survey, was used to gather perceptions of Colorado Senate Bill 10-191: Great Teachers and Leaders Act from teachers and administrators in the Rockies School District (RSD), as well as these two groups' general perceptions of teacher evaluations, education reforms, and change. Results revealed that teachers collectively hold similar views of education reforms, as do administrators; however, how each group perceives these elements of education policy and reform differs significantly. Both teachers and administrators believed that their groups see education reforms similarly, yet these groups had statistically significant differences on more than half of the survey questions. Qualitative data, in the form of open-ended responses to survey questions and semi-formal interviews, corroborated these findings. The two groups were unaware that their perceptions vary on critical issues related to the successful implementation of this education reform. This perception gap raises the questions of whether and how they can work together as reform implementation moves forward, and whether and how they can collectively support student learning as each group envisions, regardless of the policy itself.
Introduction
From state assessments to the achievement gap to teacher evaluations, belief that the next public education reform will finally usher in needed changes has dominated education discussions over the past five decades (Graham, 2005; Ravitch, 2010; Sarason, 1990; Sizer, 1992; Tyack & Cuban, 1995; Wagner, 2010 ). Yet the history of these modern education reforms waxes high on failed efforts (Cuban, 1998; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2008; Sarason, 1990; Tyack & Cuban, 1995; Tyack & Tobin, 1993; Wagner, 2010) . The lack of teacher and administrator input in the design of reform efforts, at both the legislative and implementation levels, is viewed as one of the primary reasons various reforms have been unsuccessful (Berry, 2010; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2008; Odden, 1991; Sarason, 1990; Tyack & Cuban, 1995) . As Hargreaves and Shirley note (2008) , "[e]ducation leaders and teachers are the ultimate arbiters of change. The classroom door is the portal to reform or the raised drawbridge that holds it at bay" (pp. 59-60). Thus, regardless of the intentions behind a reform at the legislative level, reforms that fail to incorporate teachers' and administrators' beliefs and perspectives are often doomed at the implementation level. The lack of teacher and administrator input into state and national policies may play into the troubled and cyclical nature of reform efforts, but another implementation factor is also at work: the schism between teachers' and administrators' understandings of how education reforms are perceived within individual schools.
This mixed-methods study explores how teachers and administrators 1 within a single school district perceived education reforms generally, and the anticipated implementation of a new statewide reform of teacher evaluations specifically. While the two groups shared common understandings of some elements, they differed significantly in other areas. Yet both teachers and administrators believed their two groups were largely similar in collective perceptions. The reality that teachers and administrators believe their thinking is aligned, though it differs in actuality, indicates a meaningful perceptions gap between the groups that is not currently recognized. Moreover, if this gap in perceptions is not known, then it is also not addressed.
The classroom door may be the portal to change, but what if the understanding of how change happens varies on either side of that door? In theory, teachers and administrators are working jointly to support students' academic growth and overall well-being. Despite their good intentions, this study finds such collaboration may not be happening in practice. Moreover, the power structure within schools is such that administrators control what elements of the school will be discussed with the faculty and what will be implemented without discussion. This unequal power structure contributes to failed reform efforts because, as this study illustrates, teachers and administrators have divergent perceptions of education reforms and no clear means to confront these differences in order to move forward collectively to best support students.
The purpose of this article is to explore the impact of teachers' and administrators' differing perceptions of education reforms within schools. The perception gaps found in this study carry implementation implications at both the school and district levels. If reforms are to be implemented with fidelity, administrators will need to create school cultures where teachers and administrators talk openly about their perceptions and work together to enact reforms within their schools.
Teacher Evaluations in the Age of Accountability
Students from the United States are consistently failing to compete internationally (Berliner, 2005; Dillon, 2010; Freidman, 2011) . One organized effort to address this was The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, which ushered in annual standardized testing as a means of increasing accountability for all students' learning. This heightened attention on assessments was furthered by the United States Department of Education's 2009 "Race to the Top" (RTTT) competition. In President Obama's words, the guiding theory behind RTTT was that it was "time to stop talking about education reform and time to start doing it" (U.S. Department of Education, 2009, p. 1).
One of the many elements addressed in RTTT was teacher evaluation. Although numerous out-of-school elements impact student learning and testing (Paul, 2012) , it is widely understood that, within schools, teachers are the single most important element (Chetty, Friedman, & Rockoff, 2012; Johnson, 2012; Kristof, 2012; Weisberg, Sexton, & Sanders, 2009) . Recent research supports a direct link between teacher quality and student learning (Johnson, 2009; Kane & Staiger, 2012; Rockoff, 2004; Sass, 2008; Weisberg et al., 2009) . At the same time, the current teacher evaluation systems are not working (Kane & Staiger, 2012; Meyer, 2010a; Weisberg et al., 2009) . Under current teacher evaluations, most teachers are rated as exceptional (Kane & Staiger, 2012; Weisberg, et al., 2009 ), yet students repeatedly perform far below the "exceptional" level on state, national and international assessments (Dillon, 2010; Friedman, 2011) . This disparity between teacher ratings and student performance prompted many states to begin reexamining their teacher evaluation process. The RTTT application furthered this reexamination because Requirement D: Great Teachers and Leaders called for measuring student growth and connecting this student growth to teachers and principals through annual evaluations (U.S. Department of Education Executive Summary, 2009).
Along with many other states, Colorado was inspired to revamp its teacher evaluation process because of the national competition to receive RTTT funds. Although Colorado did not receive RTTT money, Colorado did pass the highly controversial Senate Bill 10-191: Great Teachers and Leaders Act (SB 191) in dramatic fashion in May 2010 (Barnum, 2012; Haley, 2010; Meyer, 2010b; Meyer, Bartel, & Fender, 2010; Pena & Zeller, 2010) . As a result, teacher evaluations are conducted annually for all teachers, 50% of a teacher's evaluation is linked to student learning growth data as defined by the district, 2 and teacher tenure is eradicated. As leading sponsor State Senator Mike Johnston explained it, the theory behind the law was that this more extensive teacher evaluation process would improve teaching practices and students' learning simultaneously (Pena & Zeller, 2010) .
Power within Schools
The way in which the new teacher evaluations were developed, and the intention behind them-to improve student learning through the revision of teacher evaluations and increased accountability for teachers-highlights issues of power and voice within the public education system. From a critical social theory perspective, elements of power and voice are interwoven into the fabric of SB 191 at multiple levels. First, politicians wield social capital and political power to create a new top-down plan to improve public education, such as a bill that determines what factors will conclusively measure teacher effectiveness. The decision to use formative assessments for 50% of the new teacher evaluations includes with it the implied value of standardized assessments in determining student learning. Indeed, under this new evaluation system, students' performances on a test are deemed a greater measure of teacher effectiveness than whether a teacher inspires learning, is able to connect with students and keep them engaged, or is able to support a student's overall development. Teachers and administrators were relatively voiceless in the legislative process of SB 191 (Meyer, 2010c) , despite their critical and direct roles in the implementation of the new measures.
A second issue of power and voice occurs in how SB 191 reinforces the status quo power structures within schools. Schools have delineated power structures, with administrators having power over teachers. SB 191's elimination of teacher tenure further exacerbates the power differences by increasing the role of evaluations for a teacher's job security and, therefore, increasing the imbalance of power between the two groups. While teachers and administrators are both integral parts of actualized reforms (Hall & Hord, 1984; McLaughlin, 1987; Sarason, 1990; Spillane, 1999; Tyack & Cuban, 1995) , this increasingly stratified power structure has potential to impact negatively teachers' inclination to use their voices within their school, for speaking one's thoughts could carry higher consequences in the future. The ability of teachers and administrators to hold frank conversations on many things, including teacher evaluations and implementing new reforms, is potentially reduced through this bill.
This imbalance in power between teachers and administrators may impact implementation efforts as well. Despite the high level of change implied by legislation, actual change is "ultimately a problem of the smallest unit…What is actually delivered or provided for under the aegis of a policy depends finally on the individual at the end of the line, or the 'street level bureaucrat'" (McLaughlin, 1987, p. 174) . In this case, the street level bureaucrat is the teacher, whose power within school is reduced as a result of SB 191. Moreover, if policy success is dependent upon "local capacity and will" (McLaughlin, 1987, p. 172) , then successful implementation of education policies is dependent upon education's local change agents, teachers and administrators, both having the capacity and will to implement stated policies with fidelity (Hall & Hord, 1984; Sarason, 1990; Tyack & Cuban, 1995) . Factors that impact an educator's will or motivation, such as the belief that mandated changes willor will not-positively impact pedagogical practices and student learning, can have a large effect on the outcome of implemented legislation.
Research Design
This mixed-method study explored how teachers and administrators in one Colorado school district perceived a number of education reform elements, including the upcoming implementation of SB 191. The research questions for this study were: How do Colorado's teachers and administrators perceive their respective roles in the implementation of SB 191's new teacher evaluations? Do Colorado's teachers' and administrators' responses vary by demographic variables? How do the responses of Colorado's teachers and administrators compare? Based on these questions, the researcher designed a 40 question electronic questionnaire, with 38 questions using the Likert-type scale in six sections and with each section concluding with an open-response option (see Appendix A for the complete list of survey questions). The six categories, each with subquestions, were: (1) current teacher evaluations; (2) ideal teacher evaluations; (3) education reform, in general; (4) SB 191, teacher evaluations; (5) SB 191, in general; and (6) change. The Likert-type scale was used to capture teachers' and administrators' levels of agreement with the questions, with values assigned as: 1 (Completely Disagree), 2 (Generally Disagree), 3 (Generally Agree), and 4 (Completely Agree), and questions directly related to SB 191 having the additional option of 5 (Not Applicable). Demographics questions came after these content questions.
Following the quantitative collection and analysis, there were six semi-structured interviews conducted using the purposive sampling method. The researcher worked with one of the district's assistant superintendents to select teacher and administrator interviewees who would be best able to help interpret the initial quantitative data results. The assistant superintendent recommended 11 teachers and administrators who he deemed were exemplary in their fields and could add significant insights to the findings; ultimately, six individuals participated in the interview process (see Appendix B for interview questions). The six individuals came from six different schools. Four were teachers and two were administrators. There was one male teacher and one male administrator, and the rest were female. The triangulation of the survey and interview data provided more holistic insights into the research questions than either approach could have done individually.
For the purposes of this article, the district will be referred to as the Rockies School District (RSD). RSD is one of the larger and more diverse school districts in Colorado with over 25,000 students and more than 3,000 teachers and administrators (see Table 1 ). RSD was not one of the 27 school districts in Colorado piloting the new teacher evaluation system; consequently, SB 191 had not yet been implemented in RSD during the time of the study. All teachers and administrators received the electronic survey (n = 3699) through their work email accounts. The result was a collective response rate of 18% (N = 653), though it should be noted that the teacher response rate was 16% (n = 589) and the administrator response rate was 63% (n = 64). The gender and school level demographics of responders closely matched the demographics of RSD's entire teaching and administrative population (see Table 2 ). In the original study (Bridich, 2013) , Colorado policymakers were also surveyed; however, due to the small number of state legislators who completed the survey on behalf of policymakers, their findings are excluded from this article. 
Data Analyses
Data analysis took place in two stages. For the survey instrument, the researcher analyzed all quantitative data using IBM SPSS to calculate descriptive statistics for each question, along with frequencies, Pearson chi-square, and one-way ANOVAs with the Scheffé and Tukey HSD post-hoc tests. For all tests, p = .05. Data from the 533 open-ended responses and the transcribed interviews were first reviewed with ATLAS.ti using the constant comparative method, and second were manually coded for themes.
The survey data were run eight times through Pearson chi-square analysis tests. One analysis compared collective results from the teachers and administrators. Five explored sub-groups of teachers by the following elements: school level, gender, type of teacher (classroom teacher of a state-tested subject, classroom teacher of a non state-tested subject, Other Licensed Professional), teacher license type (Non-Professional, either Initial or Alternative, or Professional), and ethnicity (minority or white). Two analyses compared administrators, first by school level and second by gender.
Survey results by teachers and administrators resulted in markedly different responses, with 60% of the questions resulting in statistically significant differences between the two groups. Occasionally the majority of both teachers and administrators indicated similar perceptions, but the disparity in percentages agreeing resulted in statistically different results. The survey data analysis by the five sub-groupings of teachers and the two sub-groupings of administrators illustrated that, overall, teachers collectively and administrators collectively had similar responses to the questions in all six categories. When statistically differences occurred within the teacher sub-groupings, the ANOVA results illustrated that high school teachers most frequently differed from their peers.
Findings
Triangulation of the survey and interview data illustrated that teachers and administrators had areas of common perceptions and of meaningful divergence. Teachers and administrators collectively desired to improve student learning, to use teacher evaluations as meaningful teaching tools for educators, and to be actively involved in the changes happening at their schools. Additionally, the majority of both groups believed that teachers and administrators perceived education reforms similarly. However, teachers' and administrators' perceptions differed significantly in how teacher evaluations are used in practice versus in theory, how education reforms are implemented at their schools, and in the anticipated value of SB 191's newly legislated teacher evaluations. These findings are excerpted from a larger dissertation study (Bridich, 2013) .
Areas of Commonality
Teachers and administrators shared common perceptions on broad questions related to education reforms, teacher evaluations, and changes within schools. To begin, teachers and administrators believed they understand education reforms similarly. A majority of teachers (n = 531, 68%) and administrators (n = 56, 66%) believed that teachers and administrators "have the same perceptions about what is needed to improve public education" (Q 22)(for additional data on each question, see Appendix C). Many teachers (n = 531, 55%) and most administrators (n = 56, 75%) believe education reforms improve student learning (Q 17). 4 Teachers (n = 542, 94%) and administrators (n = 58, 97%) believe teacher evaluations can help improve teaching (Q 12) and can positively impact student learning (teachers: n = 542, 93%; administrators: n = 58, 97%) (Q 13). Some participants shared that their evaluations were "meaningful" and "thought-provoking." One teacher interviewee, Shelley (all names pseudonyms), believed that teacher evaluations existed to support teacher growth. She appreciated an evaluation system that used a coaching model, one that "makes you [teachers] better." The administrators interviewed concurred that evaluations were a critical tool in helping teachers grow.
Teachers (n = 538, 96%) and administrators (n = 58, 100%) also collectively "view change as an opportunity for growth" (Q 34). The majority of participants (teachers: n = 538, 98%; administrators, n = 58, 100%) expressed the desire to be involved directly with the changes at their school (Q36). One participant succinctly stated "[w]e're humans… we like to be in the loop." Another participant shared "[a]s a learner, and it should be the expectation that all teachers are learners, I navigate change best when given the opportunity to take some ownership of change." Teachers (n = 538, 94%) and administrators (n = 58, 93%) also agree that there is a "right and wrong way" to bring new policies into the school (Q 38). Interviewees articulated that the right way to conduct change was to include teachers in the process and the wrong way was for administrators to simply announce the changes. "I think the right way, and the way that we're trying to do it, is to talk about it as a team approach. We're going to figure it out together." As one survey participant noted, "[e]ngaging teachers as partners in the change is critical."
Areas of Divergence
Despite the areas of convergence, teachers and administrators strongly diverged over more specific elements of teacher evaluations, the potential for SB 191 to positively influence student learning, and the act of implementing change within schools.
Teacher evaluations. Although teachers and administrators shared some similar perceptions on teacher evaluations, they demonstrated profound disagreements about particulars. Teachers (n = 547, 44%, p = .003) did not believe the outgoing evaluations provided thorough reviews of teachers' abilities, yet many administrators (n = 59, 68%) felt that they did (Q 9). Survey participants criticized the evaluations for being superficial, just a "mere snapshot" or a "dog and pony show," since they believed predetermined and infrequent classroom visits did not present a true picture of an individual teacher's abilities. Teachers (n = 542, 59%, p = .013) were also uncertain about the idea of using teacher evaluations to separate strong teachers from weak teachers while administrators (n = 58, 76%) largely supported this (Q 11). Teachers articulated they were uncomfortable when evaluations have this divisive element because the evaluations themselves were too subjective. "Growth and feedback is dependent upon WHO is evaluating you" (capitals in original survey response). One interviewee shared that "[s]ome administrators definitely overestimate their ability" to evaluate. Another teacher interviewee noted that the eradication of tenure, as will happen when SB 191 is fully implemented, was perceived as "scary" because it will require ongoing job evaluation. She further articulated: "[t]eachers are feeling like every year we have to prove ourselves as talented at what we do. And there's something scary about that." One administrator interviewed was also concerned about the new teacher evaluations separating strong from weak teachers, but for reasons opposite to those stated by the teachers. Andrew shared his fear that the process for eliminating bad teachers under SB 191 would backfire and actually make it harder to fire them. Andrew believed that replacing tenure with the new system-two consecutive years of ineffective ratings lead to a year of probationary status before the potential for dismissalwould actually be "more restrictive" than the previous practice and turn it into a "game that teachers will understand how to play."
Role of state assessments in teacher evaluations. There was also a large gap in teachers' and administrators' perceptions of what assessment data should be included in teacher evaluations, with significant disagreement over the use of state assessments in teacher evaluations. Most teachers (n = 542, 31%, p < .001) did not agree with linking students' performances on state assessments to teacher evaluations, yet administrators (n = 58, 72%) did (Q 15). One participant shared that "[t]eachers should only be evaluated on the procedures and practices within their control." Many were concerned that Colorado's statewide tests were being developed concurrently with the implementation phase of SB 191, resulting in teachers being evaluated on something that did not yet exist and for which they could not knowingly prepare students. As Kate stated, " [t] he problem with the statewide data, from a teacher's point of view, is that it is essentially mystery data. We never really see the questions or how they were graded; all we see are very vague standards." This concern was corroborated by another interviewee who stated, "we don't trust the test, yet… they present to us that they [test questions] will be thinking questions, high-level thinking rather than contentknowledge based, yet they [the tests] will be graded by the computer. Right there is the disconnect in our minds."
A second problem teachers had with statewide assessments was students' lack of accountability to the test. In Colorado, state assessment results have no bearing on a student's academic record and, therefore, students have no incentive to perform well. Jake shared that "the students have a very limited buy-in to it, other than what their intrinsic motivation might be to do well in the first place." Students' lack of incentive could have large implications for teachers, though, as Kate revealed in a personal example: "I had a student last year who was an honors student-he was very, very bright. He was angry that his mom had visited school during TCAP and so he got an unsatisfactory." She went on to note that this one student's result negatively affected her overall rating.
Although the administrators acknowledged the teachers' responses, they asserted that using students' results on statewide testing to inform evaluations was appropriate and valuable. Administrators, Andrew shared, were "used to having data be part of our evaluation process," so this addition was fine with him. Moreover, Andrew noted that previously he had struggled with getting teachers to understand the importance of state testing, and so he actually welcomed this change:
One of the challenges that I have, that any principal probably has, is making sure that there is ownership of those scores at the teacher level. I think that an administrator welcomes this idea [of using state assessment data] because it will help us with teachers having buy-in for students' performance on standardized tests because it's also going to affect them directly.
Anna also expressed general support for the connection between statewide assessment data and teacher evaluations. She stated that the alignment of statewide assessments to both the common core and to teacher evaluations will be a "win-win for kids."
Senate Bill 191 (SB 191).
Few teachers (n =524, 14%, p < .001) supported SB 191 during its development (Q 28) or were pleased with its final version (n =524, 14%, p < .001) (Q 29), yet at least half of the administrators (n = 54, 50% and 56% respectively) felt positively about both. Many survey participants echoed this participant's sentiments: "This bill has been completely rushed, mishandled, focuses an unfair and disturbing lens on teachers, and puts an unfair burden on administrators." Yet another participant shared this concern: "the government, whether at the state or federal level, often [creates reforms that] lead to unintended consequences (like increases in paperwork, inefficiencies in getting resources to the right people, etc.), and have little result on changing education." Many participants shared that they understood SB 191 to be, officially, about students, but unofficially to be a referendum on teachers. Jake stated "Senate Bill 191 is about punishing teachers who don't get students to grow." Only 36% of teachers (n = 524, p < .001) believed "the reforms coming out of SB 191 have a chance to improve Colorado's students' learning in a meaningful way," yet 83% of administrators (n = 54) thought this was possible (Q 33). The administrators interviewed felt that SB 191 was a positive change for education. As administrator Anna noted, SB 191 "is changing the playing field completely in education." She did recognize, though, that this change could make teachers temporarily uncomfortable.
Despite most teachers' (n = 538, 98%, p = .053) desire to be a part of the change efforts in their school (Q 36), few felt that this was happening with the introduction of the new evaluation system. The interviewees each noted that teachers in their schools were generally aware that there would be a new evaluation system next year, but few were familiar with the law or directly involved in its implementation. One participant stated that he/she "felt like a puppet" when it came to school change. Other participants wrote: "[e]ducators working at schools have received close to ZERO information about how SB 191 is to be implemented" (capitals in original); "[s]adly, I know nothing about this bill;" "I don't really have any information other than the information in the newspaper;" and "I have learned absolutely nothing about SB 191 from my school district." One participant wrote that "there was an increased feeling of fear" due to the "lack of information that we have" about the new teacher evaluations. Polly stated that "the doors have been open, but only informally" for all teachers to participate in the implementation of the new evaluations. Most teachers, Polly believed, were "just hearing about it [the new evaluations]. It is so passive for the teachers, most of the teachers are like, 'oh, here it comes.'" Teachers felt excluded from the early implementation efforts, yet the administrators' interviewed believed they were openly including teachers in the process. Anna stated that there was "no hidden agenda" and all the information she was presenting to her faculty members was available in handouts and online for additional reading later. Both Anna and Andrew talked about the benefits of the pilot program during the 2012-2013 school year, namely that the process required one teacher from each school in the district to be directly involved. Anna noted that these teachers have already been trained in the new evaluation, which "helps teachers feel like they are a part of the process." Anna further explained that she was doing everything possible to "make the process transparent" and to ensure "teachers feel like they are a part of the process." Andrew shared that he had devoted an entire professional development session to explaining the upcoming teacher evaluation changes and that, in regard to feedback, "100% have been given that opportunity." However, Andrew later stated that the percentage of teachers who had been actively involved in the pilot process and might be familiar enough with the new evaluations to ask tough questions, versus those who had only cursory knowledge of the new evaluations, was less than five percent. For this reason, he said: "I would say that it probably is fair to say that the majority of the teachers feel like they're not going to have a direct impact" on the implementation of the new teacher evaluations at his school.
Implications
RSD's teachers and administrators collectively held a few general perceptions about education reforms, teacher evaluations, and change within schools. Yet their perceptions diverged significantly and meaningfully with respect to more specific elements of each. Despite these differences, though, both groups shared the belief that their two groups held similar perceptions of what is needed to improve public education. The major problem is that they do not. This invisible schism yields implications for policy implementation at the school and district levels.
Given the inherent power structure within schools, administrators will need to own the task of addressing these different perceptions. Administrators set the agenda for faculty meetings and determine professional development programming, and the data from this study indicates that the varied perceptions on education reforms between teachers and administrators must be explored in a meaningful way. To do this, administrators will have to challenge the traditional hierarchical school structure to create an open school culture where candid conversations (Catmull, 2014) can occur regularly. It will not be enough merely to acknowledge divergent perceptions, though. The underlying ideas must be unpacked; the varied mental models, the "deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations or even pictures and images that influence how we understand our world and take action" (Senge, 2000, p. 8) , between teachers and administrators must be examined. Teachers have been criticized for being "resistant to change" (Spillane, 1999, p. 165) or a "drag on reform" (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 132 ), yet this study shows they are willing and eager to be included in the change process (Q 36).
Beyond creating an open school culture, administrators will need to empower teachers to become change agents themselves (Hall & Hord, 1984; McLaughlin, 1987) . Administrators must invite teachers to join the front lines of change within schools and give them opportunities to act upon their ideas of what will enable mandated changes most effectively to support student learning. It could appear that these recommendations would go against administrators' own interests by upending the power dynamics within schools, for such open conversations would likely invite criticism and challenges. But that perspective is short-sighted. If student learning is administrators' driving focus, then it behooves them to make this invisible schism visible and a concrete focus for change within the school.
District leadership will also be essential. District administrators will need to give schools space to ensure that they are true "learning organizations," places where "people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured… and where people are continually learning how to learn together" (Senge, 2000, p. 3). They must encourage this disruption to the traditional power structures within schools (Sarason, 1990) . They will need to provide their building administrators guidance on facilitating difficult conversations as well as support for the inclusion of teachers' voices in implementation at a greater level than has existed thus far. They must ensure that the "local capacity and will" (McLaughlin, 1987, p. 172) of teachers and administrators is ready and available to do the tough work-and then be prepared to honor the changes recommended by the teachers and administrators as implementation begins.
These recommendations are not for the faint of heart. They compel administrators to challenge the existing power structure within their schools and to embrace a new model of implementation. They call for administrators to increase the time and energy they spend working with teachers to enact new policies. They ask districts to be flexible. Yet they just might provide an increased opportunity for reforms to be implemented with fidelity and for students to thrive in schools.
Appendix A: Teacher and Administrator Survey Questions
In the survey, questions 1-38 were completed using a Likert-type scale to capture teachers' and administrators' levels of agreement with the questions, with values assigned as: 1 (Completely Disagree), 2 (Generally Disagree), 3 (Generally Agree) to 4 (Completely Agree). Questions directly related to SB 191 had the additional option of 5 (Not Applicable). Current teacher evaluation system improved your teaching. 2 Current teacher evaluation system has provided me with meaningful feedback. 3
Current teacher evaluation system has made me a better teacher overall. 4
Current teacher evaluation system encourages professional growth for teachers. 5
Current teacher evaluation system is linked to student learning. 6 Current teacher evaluation system is able to assess teachers' overall teaching abilities. 7
Current teacher evaluation system is a high stress process for teachers. 8
Current teacher evaluation system is a high stress process for administrators. 9
Current teacher evaluation system allows for thorough reviews of teachers' overall teaching abilities. 10 Current teacher evaluation system allows for thoughtful reviews of teachers' overall teaching abilities.
Ideal Teacher Evaluations 11
Ideal teacher evaluations distinguish strong teachers from weak teachers. 12
Ideal teacher evaluations help teachers become better teachers. 13
Ideal teacher evaluations have the ability to improve student learning. 14 Ideal teacher evaluations are linked to student assessment data of any form. 15
Ideal teacher evaluations are linked to student assessment data by the state department of education (i.e., CSAPs 5. Over 93% of everyone who took the survey agreed that ideal teacher evaluations have the potential to improve student learning. Yet only 55% of teachers, compared to 83% of administrators and 67% of policymakers, believe that SB 191 has a chance to improve student learning. What do you think may explain this gap?
6. Similarly, 55% of both policymakers and teachers believe that education reforms can improve student learning, but almost 75% of administrators believe this is possible. What do you think explains this gap in perceptions?
7. Over 60% of all administrators believe the current teacher evaluation process is both thorough and thoughtful, but only 44% of teachers think it is thorough and 55% think it is thoughtful. Why do you think this gap exists between teachers and administrators? Also, why might teachers feel that the current process is more thoughtful than thorough?
8. Almost everyone who took the survey agrees (over 93%) that there is, in fact, a right way and a wrong way to introduce new policies in a school. What do you think is the right way and/or wrong way at your school? How might this knowledge apply to the introduction of new teacher evaluations in RSD next year? 9. Similarly, over 97% of teachers "respond well to work when involved with creating the change," compared to 82% who respond well to changes at work "when informed of the new changes," which is still a large percentage. Yet only 46% of teachers believe they will play an active role in the implementation of the new teacher evaluation system in their school. What do you think of this anticipated low rate of participation for teachers in the implementation of the new teacher evaluation system? Particularly in light of the data about change preferences?
10. The following data applies to teachers: a. 50% stated that they did not have a strong understanding of the bill; b. 70% that they did not like the bill in its final version; c. 55% that the bill does not have a chance of improving student learning. What do you make of this data collection? Readers are free to copy, display, and distribute this article, as long as the work is attributed to the author(s) and Education Policy Analysis Archives, it is distributed for noncommercial purposes only, and no alteration or transformation is made in the work. 
